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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 13 October 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 



Applicant alleges: 

"However, neither Moeller nor Davis provides any guidance on how 
to handle time scaling of stereo or other multi-channel audio. In particular, 
Moeller and Davis fail to disclose or suggest "time scaling . . . using the 
offset for the interval corresponding to the frame when time scaling the 
frame."" 



Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. As discussed in the 
previous office action, the combination of Davis in view of Moeller does not disclose 
time scaling of multi-channel audio. However, the Moeller reference does indicate that 
the time scaling can be used for an NTSC signal. As stated before, one audio 
implementation for the NTSC standard is stereo audio. Thus, it would have been 
obvious for one skilled in the art reviewing the two references to consider duplicating the 
combination (as duplication has been shown to be an obvious expedient) for a left and a 
right channel audio signal thus providing time scaling. 



Applicant further alleges: 

Applicant has discovered that this artifact can be avoided or 
reduced through use of the same offset when time scaling corresponding 
frames from different channels of an audio signal. Davis and Moeller fail to 
suggest the existence of this problem when time scaling multi-channel 
audio, and fail to discuss Applicant's solution of "for each of the frames, 
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...using the offset for the interval corresponding to the frame when time 
scaling the frame." Accordingly, claim 1 is clearly patentable over the 
combination of Davis and Moeller. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. First, Applicant's allegation 
that "Applicant has discovered that this artifact can be avoided or reduced through use 
of the same offset when time scaling corresponding frames from different channels of 
an audio signal" is not persuasive as this limitation is not claimed in the currently 
presented claim 1 . Reading the claims as broadly as possible with based upon the 
information supplied from Applicant's specification allows for the interpretation applied in 
the previous rejection. Applicant shows in the disclosure and Fig. 1 partitioning left and 
right signals into a plurality of intervals ILx and IRx. In Fig. 2a of Davis, there are 3 
defined intervals in the action, the point before A, between A and B and the point after 
B. Thus it is reasonable to read that Davis is partitioning his signal into intervals/frames 
by defining the points. Davis then determines for the interval/frame AB the length of the 
splice, or the offset as claimed by Applicant. This process continues for the remainder 
of the audio signal. Thus it is shown that Davis discloses "for each of the frames, 
...using the offset for the interval corresponding to the frame when time scaling the 
frame" as claimed by Applicant. 

Applicant further alleges: 

Claim 5 further distinguishes over the combination of Davis and 
Moeller by reciting, "determining an offset for an interval comprises 
searching average data that results from averaging data used in time 
scaling processes for the multiple data channels." 
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Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. As shown in the previous 
rejection. Davis discloses using an average magnitude difference to determine the 
splice point while moving the window (i.e searching). Duplicating this process for 
multiple channels as shown in claim 1 would then read upon using the averaging data 
used in time scaling processes for the multiple data channels. It is believed by the 
Examiner that Applicant intends to average over all of the channels. However, in the 
current claim presentation, it is reasonable to interpret the claim as independently 
averaging each channel as is done in the rejection. 



Applicant further alleges: 

Claim 9 further distinguishes over the combination of Davis and 
Moeller by reciting, "determining an offset for an interval comprises: for 
each of a series of candidate offsets, accumulating differences between 
each frame corresponding to the interval and respective blocks that the 
candidate offset identifies." The combination of Davis and Moeller fails to 
suggest accumulating differences associated with different audio channels 
during an offset determination. 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. Again, it is believed by the 
Examiner that Applicant intends to accumulate differences over all of the channels. 
However, in the current claim presentation, it is reasonable to interpret the claim as 
independently accumulating differences for each channel as is done in the rejection. 



Applicant further alleges: 

"Claim 10 further distinguishes over the combination of Davis and 
Moeller by reciting, "determining an offset for the interval comprises 
extracting the offset from an augmented audio data structure that includes 
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the frames and a set of predetermined offsets that correspond to the 
intervals and a set of time scales." 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. As shown in the previous 
rejection, the combination does disclose these limitations as interpreted as broadly as 
reasonably possible. 

Applicant further alleges: 

"Claim 1 1 further distinguishes over the combination of Davis and 
Moeller by reciting, "determining an offset for the interval comprises: 
accessing an augmented audio data structure that includes the frames 
and a set of predetermined offsets that correspond to the intervals and a 
set of time scales." " 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. As shown in the previous 

rejection, the combination does disclose these limitations as interpreted as broadly as 

reasonably possible. 

Applicant further alleges: 

"The combination of Davis and Moeller provides no suggestion of 
augmented audio data structures such as recited in claims 10 and 1 1 ." 

Examiner respectfully disagrees with this allegation. The combination's audio 
data before the time scaling would read upon the augmented audio data structures as 
claimed by Applicant and shown in the previous rejection. 



Applicant further alleges: 
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Independent claim 12 distinguishes over the combination of Davis and Moeller at 
least by reciting, "determining an offset that identifies a right block of samples and a left 
block of samples; and using the right block in generating time-scaled samples for the 
right channel; and using the left block in generating time-scaled samples or the left 
channel." As noted above, Davis and Moeller are silent as to how to process multi- 
channel audio data. In particular, the combination of Davis and Moeller fails to suggest 
determining a single offset that identifies both a left block and a right block of audio data 
that are used in time scaling of audio frames. Accordingly, claim 12 is patentable over 
the combination of Davis and Moeller. 

Examinre respectfully disagrees with this allegation for the same reasons stated 
above regarding the arguments based on the rejection of claim 1. Further, Applicant 
alleges the combination fails to suggest determining a single offset that identifies both 
a left block and a right block of audio data that are used in time scaling of audio frames. 
This limitation of a single offset (emphasis added) is not claimed and thus renders the 
argument moot. 



Applicants arguments based upon claims 4, 7, 8, 13, 14, 15, and 21 are primarily 
directed to the allegation that the combination of Davis in view of Moeller do not 
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disclose time scaling of a multi channel audio signal. These arguments are not 
persuasive for the same reasons stated above regarding claims 1 and 12. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1 - 3, 5, 6, 9 and 16 - 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Davis (U.S. Patent 4,757,540) in view of Moeller (U.S. Patent 

5,995,153) for the same reasons stated previously in the Office Action dated 14 July 

2005. 

Regarding Claim 10, in addition to the elements stated regarding claim 1, the 
combination of Davis in view of Moeller further discloses: 

wherein determining an offset for the interval comprises extracting the offset from 
an augmented audio data structure that includes the frames and a set of predetermined 
offsets that correspond to the intervals and a set of time scales (i.e. when an acceptable 
correlation window is found, the splice point is selected and the two points are spliced 
together thereby removing the audio data between the points; Figs. 2a - 2d in Davis). 
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Regarding Claim 11, in addition to the elements stated regarding claim 1, the 
combination of Davis in view of Moeller further discloses: 

accessing an augmented audio data structure that includes the frames and a set 
of predetermined offsets that correspond to the intervals and a set of time scales (i.e. 
the audio segment is first examined and two preliminary splice points are selected, Fig 
2a in Davis); 

interpolating between the predetermined offsets to determine an offset 
corresponding to the interval and a current time scale for the process (i.e. the second 
correlation window is moved until an acceptable splice point is found and then selected; 
Fig. 2d element 32). 

Claims 4, 13 and 14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Davis (U.S. Patent 4,757,540) in view of Moeller (U.S. Patent 5,996,153) and in 
further view of Matoba (U.S. Patent Application Publication 2002/0065569) for the same 
reasons stated previously in the Office Action dated 14 July 2005. 

Claims 7, 8, 15 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Davis (U.S. Patent 4,757,540) in view of Moeller (U.S. Patent 
5,995,153) and in further view of Beckwith (U.S. Patent 5,940,573) for the same 
reasons stated previously in the Office Action dated 14 July 2005. 
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Allowable Subject Matter 

Claim 6 are objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but 
would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the 
base claim and any intervening claims. 

The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 

matter: 

The arguments regarding claim 6 are persuasive. The prior art does not explicitly 
disclose determining an average frame from a combination of all frames corresponding 
to the interval (essentially averaging over all of the multiple channels), searching for a 
best block that best matches the average frame or selecting for the offset of the interval 
a value that identifies the best block found for the average frame. The prior art merely 
discloses averaging single channels and thus duplication would not read upon this 
limitation. Thus, the averaging as stated by Applicant would correct the problem with 
independently time scaling the audio channels which may cause the listener to perceive 
a movement or fluctuation in the apparent location of the sound source. As such, the 
claim is considered to contain allowable subject matter. 



Conclusion 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Andrew C. Flanders whose telephone number is (571) 
272-7516. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30 - 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vivian Chin can be reached on (571) 272-7848. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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